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B A e e N Y s R R XX X XXX
* Reproduct1ons supplied by EDRS are the best that can be made

* from the original document. =
*****************************************************'k****************




Q

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

S OATE-OACTE MONOGRAPH SERIES NO. 7

IN

ED24272

_U.S. DEPARTMENT OF EDUCATION _
NATIONAL INSTITUTE OF EDUCATION
EDUCATIONAL RE “ES INFORMATION

U} This document has been reproduced a
received from the person or organizatior
ng it. o
changes have been made to improve
reproduction quality.

 Paints of view or opions sated i this docur
ment do essarily represent official NIE
position or policy.

“PERMISSION TO REPRUDUCE THI§
MATERIAL HAS BEEN GRANTED BY

Fatrcia | Peed

TO THE EDUCATIONAL RESOURGES
INFORMATION CENTER (ERIC),”

A SHARED
PROFESSIONAL




MAINSTREAMING IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS:
AS

HARED PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY

OATE-OACTE

Monograph Series Number 7
Fall 1983

Editor Patricia Reed

Bowling Green State University

Editorlal Advisory Board Jerry Hopfengardner
University of Dayton

Sally Wérthelm

Cover Design Isabel Hansen
Bowling Green State University

Production and Design Batbara Suderman

lnstructxonal Medla Cemer

Ohio Association of Teacher Educators
Executive Board Members

Diana Jordan, Vlce Presndent Cleveland State University

Marilyn Selfridge Secretary Direetor Teacher Corps, Ashland College

FranR Johns College Representatlve to Delegate Assermibly; Cleveland State
Umversity

. Schools
Richard Kiridsvatter; College Alterriate; Kent State University

Jim Gress; Newsletter Editor; University of Toledo
Peggy Ishler, Executive Secretary, Bowling Green State Umversxty

Ohio Association of Colleges for Teacher Education
Executive Commiittee Officers and Members

Sally Wertheim; President; John Carroll University.
Jerry Hopfengardner, President-Elect, University of Dayton
James Biddle, Member-at-Large, Cedarville College

:leirrlfinc@ll Member-at-Large; Central State University

Emerson Milier, Member-at-Large, Bluffton College
Peaqy Ishler. Execiitive Secretary, Bowling Green State University

3



- MAINSTREAMING
IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS:

A SHARED PROFESSIONAL

RESPONSIBILITY

Editor
atricia L. Rééﬂ

Prodiiction and disserination of this issue of the OATE-OACTE Monograph was, in
part, supported by Grant No. GO08301687 from the Division of Personnel

Preparation; Special Education Programs, Office of Special Education and

Rehabilitation Services, U.S. Depattmient of Education: Howeve; the points of view
expressed herein are the authors’ and do not necessarily reflect the position or policy of

the U:S: Department of Education and no official endorsement by the U.S.
Department of Education should be inferred.

Bowling Green; Ohio
1983



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

MAINSTREAMING IN SECONDARY SCHOOLS:
A SHARED PRUFLS3ICNAL RESPONSIBILITY

instruction of handncapped students was Co’nmonly conSIdered to be the responsnbllny

of special educators: However; P.I-. 94-142 clearly placed expectations relative to
educating the handicapped upon all educatots.

Needless to say. many ‘regular” educators are still reluctant to share this
responsibility. Likewise, many special educators are finding it difficult ‘> understand
the parameters of their responsibility unde: 'nis new rubric of expeététions

None of this is surprising. For, in attempting to meet the educational needs of

school-age youth schools hate ov i the l2st fory years fostered a stiong tradition of

separatism in services; personnel and séﬂmgs between reqular and special education.
Emphasis has been placed upon creating environments which provide alternatives to
reqular settings rather than recreating iégijlé'r settings which zccommodate for a
braoder range of individual differences: This tradition of separatism cannot easily or

quickly be displaced and one of shared professional responsibility established.

Nonetheless, that is the challenge involved in providing education in the least
restrictive environment.

This issue of the OATE-OACTE Monograph deals with the prot
such a tradition. Stephens and Howard show How the tradition of separatism in the

schools has its roots in societal attitides towatd the handicapped but is now

weakening as society demonstrates more acceptance of differences. Secondary .
schools. however, still maintain strong separatist tendencies. Specific ways in which
secondary schools can move toward a tradition of shared responsibility are
discussed.

Next, Reed proposes that a tradition of shared professional 1csponsibility can be
promoted through transmitting a congruent set of concepts and practices relating to
education of the handicapped in prograi: fof the preparation of secondary teachers.
administrators; and sapervisors: The role of counselors in building the new tradition is
théh ekéminéd by Snbbe Aldmgér and Baul'nann

tradmon may onl/ reinforce a miofe danqemus type of separatism than presently exists

unless sufficient thought is given to what comprises good education.
Building a tradition of shared responsivility will not be accomplished qulckly or
easily. Only when educators recogniZe that the education of all children is shaped by

the actions of all educators will the necessity for building this tradition be understood.
Only then wil! there be a possibility of affording equality of educational opportunity to
all the children of all the people.
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Teaching the Handicapped
in Secondary Schools:

An Historical Perspective

.

Thomias M: Stephens and Vikki F. Howard
Throughout the strugale for free and appropriate educ
handicapped were often rejected or segregated because, in order to meet

their needs. the educational system required radical changes. However,
as society became more accepting of differerices, school programs for the
handicappzd were developed within public school settings. Today regular
secondary teachers have important tasks to perform as members of the
mainstreaming team in providing a new freedom for many handicapped
students,

As the two older special edcators spoke, the younger person listened and tried to
interpret into her belief system what was being said. She thought, they are saying that
mainstreaming isn't working. Perhaps, the old way of special classes, special schools

and special programs was better. Why do they believe it is failing? But; can they ignore
how society has changed, how people are more accepting of human variations, of
exceptiondlities? Why not give the new wcy a chance before condeming it, before
rejecting? o ) - B

" The listener and the speakers. while only years apart in ages, were an eon apart in
beliefs. For in only a few years; our society has attained a more compassionate and
accepting view of those who are called handicapped. How did we arrive at this point?
And how can secondary teachers adapt to the needs of mainstreamed students? These
are the questions addressed in this paper:

ECONOMICS AND EDUCATION'

A revolution occurred in Britian during the mid 1700's and eventually spread to the
rest of the civilized world. The Industrial Revolution was fueled by machines and
mechanical sources of power. With the rise of laissez-faire caotialism in the late 18th
and 19th centuries freedom was believed to be critical for a siiccessful industrial
economy. . 3 S o

Laissez-faire capitalism was based opon the mistaken assumpticn that with freedom
came equality and that the major barrier to freedom was governmental infrusion.

Thus. it was assumed, by eliminating legal restrictions on activities of people and
industry, freedom would result. It did for some; but for others, freedom without
equality led to economiic and social servitude.

Unbridied economic freedom during the Industrial Revolution destroyed the relative

equality of artisans and peasants, shaping a society of rich and poor — haves and have

IPortions of ihis section are adopted from: Stephens, Thomas M: Education of
exceptional children in perspective. Theory Into Practice. 1982, 21, 71-76.

!
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nots. The haves continued to press for freedoms, particularly those leading to more
economic gains; while the have nots were left with freedom but not equality.

In the United States, economic freedom expanded the distance between the rich
and the poor. reduinng labor groups and child advocates to press for child labor laws:

compulsoty school attendance; and other means for assuring equality. By the early

20th century. all states had adopted compulsory school attendance laws. But free
public education for one class of children — the handicapped — would ot be realized
fully until 1975.

Throughout the struggle for free and appropriate education. the handicapped were
often arhitrarily rejected or segredated, not because their educational needs could not
be miet, but because in order to meet theif needs, the educational system required

radical changes. In other instances; ignorarice about the nature of handicapping
conditions served to suggest that many of these students were not educable.
Saocial Darwinismi also contributed to the lack of attenticn to the handlcapped Its

proponents argﬁed that namral selectmn <hould act freely on the human species and

capitalistic n()Ciety (Hofstadter; 1955). The ndgéhics movement, growing out of Socnal
Darwinism influenced education and sccial practices. Francis Galton, a prominent
19th century biologist. argued that evoliition should not be left solely to natural

selecticii. suggesting that heredity was the most important factor for both economic
and educational success (Pickens. 1968).

Some authorities advocated castration of mstutloqallzed people (Wool and
Stephens, 1978). With selective breedmg of humans for iriproving the species widely
accepted: states passed laws allowing judges tc order sterilization of people who
supposedly possessed heritable antisocial traits (Haller, 1963). From the 1920's to
about 1970, i’hbré than 70 thousand people across our country were sterlized for the
good of society™:

Today. environmentalists and hereditarians still debate the nature-nurture issue wnh
e\(treme posmons often held by both sndes Many tend to lgnore the well- estabhshed

fruitless and that equahty of opportunity adds to the genetlc potential of the human

species (Dobzhansky, 1962).
Educational History. Speqal ediication in the United States started with Jeaf;

blind; cnppled and mentally retarded children. Jack W. Birch, an early advocate of

mainstreaming. describes that earlier era.
Birch (Stephens. 1979) noted that handltapped chlldren were aggregated into

instititions. Specialists were assigned to provide training in basic academic skills; work

experiences; and self care preparation. Just prior and during World War . public day
schools for the handicapped were started in the United States. Schools for the mentally

retarded existed in Chicago in 1900 and for “contumacious aggressors’ in Hartford;

Connecticut in 187 1. This group probably constituted what is presently referred to as
Iearnmg dlsabled and chlldren wnth socnal and emotnonal problems

mnldly méntally retarded were considered overly aggressive and troublemakers. Birch
(Stephens. 1979) described the situation of the early 1900's in these terms:
They had a high nuisance value and...{they) didn't seemi to get along very

well in terms of schaol learning: Théy had been left to run around in the

streets.. o) tHe si:hool system had to do somethmg about bnngmg them

started in my Haie cny of Pmsburgh and they had been started
2 o
5



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

somewhat earlier than that in some other public schiools. probably around
the turn of the cantury...Some people became interested in the children
ihemselves during that tiine: concerned people who believed that these

different bothersome or disruptivé ch.idren had a right to an education

and could become very useful and desirable citizens. These were
youngsters who, for one reason or another, were either being left out of
school or being separated off from school in Special settings. Most people

feit that they were some breed apart. It was hard to get professional
people to think positively about such youngsters. much less state
legislators. But by the 1920's, there was a change of heart in America. It
was. at that fime. that the Council for Exceptional Children was started,
By the mid 193075 rhiost states had special education legislaiion {pp. 1 and
21).

_ History of Mainstreaming. Separating children on the basis of handicapping
Condition is an idea that has been with us for a long time: The first “separate” school for
the handicapped was establistied in 1859 in Germany (Wallin, 1924). Germany had a
system of separate schools where normal, slow, and moderately and severcly
handicapped were each contained within separate schocl stractares. In America. the
first separate public school for the handicapped was created in 1896 in Providence.
R.I.

With the development of Binet's intelligence scale in the late 19th centary: educators

began to look at individual differences as a means of separating students for differential
instruction (Wallin, 1924). The theory of differential instruction is based on two

assumiptions: 1) individual differences exist among children’s abilities and. 2) because

of these differences. specialized instruction is required. Specia! needs of "defective”

children. it was believed. could not be met in a normal classroom. For example. in
1916, Young wrote. “The Board of Education do (sic) nor care for special classes to be
held at existing schools. where there is a possibility of defective children mixing with the
normal ones.” (p. 96: ] o

In the 405 and 507, separate classrooms or facilities were the major form of delivery
of education to handicapped children (Stephens. Blackhtirst. & Magliocca. 1982). But
even then. Loewy (1951) noted that nornialization shotld be a goal in educating
retarded learners. Weber, iii 1962 described integration as the existence of special
classrooms within the public school structure. where handicapped chiildreri woald have
an opportunity to benefit from the available resources. ,

Beginning in the 1950's. a great deal of research was conducted to determine the
relative effects of separate and integrated classrooms on handicapped children
(Stephiens. Blackhurst: & Magliocca. 1982). As a result of this research, many scholars

concluded that the benefit of special classrooms for mildly handicapped children was.
at best. questionable. With the help of legislation. parent advocacy. and litigation,

mainstreaming hos been accelerated since these efficacy studies. :
~ Legislative History. Public Law 94 142 and Section 504 of the Vocational
Rehabilitation Act culminated this century's drive for educational equality. These acts

grew from deep historical roots extending back to the first World War. During that era.
governmental harrassment of pacifists and conscientious objectors resu'ted in

imprisonment and. in some instances. deportation: In an e >rt to counter such actions
Roger Baldiiin. a unigue American; invented what was to become the single most

important civil rights organization. He founded the American Civil Liberties Union
(ACIZY). S o . )
Aiong witli other groups. the ACLU won numerous court decisions in favor =f

citizen's rights. One of these was significant for the future of public education — Brown

v. the Board of Education. This landmark U.S. Supreme Court decision struck down.
3
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equal but sgparate racially segregated schools in 1954. requiring states and school
districts to desegregate public schi-ols.

. As a result of the Brown decision: legislation for other minority groups; such as the
handicapped, was accelerated. Thus, basic liberty — a free and appropriare education
for all children grew out of the many early actions of the ACLU and its founder Roger

Baldwin. A pattern of federal Appropriations for fundmg began with the passage of the

Cooperanve Resparch Act in. 1954 (a response to the Sovnel 5 Sputn:k) HOWever n

when Congress passed the Elementary and S scondary Education Act (ESEA) Also i in

106"’* P L 89 313 pasged ainendxng Tnle l of ESEA and esiabllshmg gfant; 1o states

1967 1968 and 1969 to increase the scope of setvices for programs for the
handicapped which were supported through Federal funds (LaVor: 1976}

__In 1973, Congress passed the Vocational Rehabilitation Act (P.L.. 93-112). Section
504 of that Act prohibits any agency ihat réceives Federal funds from discriminating
agairist persons ofi the basis of mienitil or physical disabilities. (Martin, 1976)

Eb'“A was again amended in 1974 when the Federal Congress pasdad P L 93 380

Fandi- apmd ghxldren and thelrfarmhes and the first Ieglslatwe assurance of eduuatlon
for handiczpped children in the least restricti--e envitoriment: In additicn, P;L: 93-380
required each state to develop a plan for educational services for all handicapped
children

P L 94- 142 was 3 refinerierit of previods leglslatwe acts. Termied The Educahon for

Ali Handicapped Childrens' Act. it is notable because of the finaricial commitrment
made bv Congress with an indefinite timeline, evidence that Congress intended for the

Mainétreammg is an otitcome of the phrase “least restrictive &= vironment:” As
stated in both P.L.. 93 380 ana 94-142, “handicapped students should b educated to
the inaximum extent possible with nbnhandxcapped students.” However, even with

legislation achxewng least restrictive ervironments for handicapped children has been

frustrated. Extensive litigation has occurred in an attempt to interpret Congress' intent.
But the outcome of surh court cases has failed to provide educators and parents with a
deflnlte qolunon to the reqmred appropnate placement

i:,ase,s, 1nv0|wng ragirstreaming. As a result of the Imgat;on_ three sevcre Iearnxng
disabled students were sent to private schools after deciding in both cases that the
regular classroomis were o restrictive.

In another case. Spnngda*e School District *50 of Washington County v. Grace: a
decision was made in tavor of mainstreaming. The parents of a deaf child successfully
challenged the school district's decision to place Sherry Grace in a residential school. In
a similar case: Harrell v: Wilson County Schools (1982); the parents of a hearmg
impa‘red child wanted placement of their son in a private school. Again. the court
ruled in favor of placement in the regular classroom with supportt services for the
staderit:

__Onhio’s Reguiations. Ohio's rules are in compliance with the requlations of
ad:122, b'rbvidin'g:f'()”r a continuum of services to meet the mandate for “least restrictive

environiment.” School t¢ Jicks ranqe from regular classtooms placemernt to Home

instruction. ] . .
The State of Ohio's rules require educational personiiel to consider mainstreaming
“1 vieWw of potentially harmifil effects on the child and the quality of education that will

be provir .d. Each placement is reviewed and determined annnally; with the decision
verified on the student’s individualized education program {IEP}. When a handicapped

4
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provide that student with modified instruction similar to that provided to a
nonhandicapped student

student is placed in a regular classroom. the tegular classroom teacher is required to

SUGGESTIONS FOR SUCCESSFUL MAINSTREAMING

For. with all of his troubles, he was a very pleasant; honest. open child.
Had the schoc’ and state together taken any proper thought or care for his
well-being, | a1 1 convinced that lie would not today be caught up on the
trap of fear and sickness but that he would be able to share, no matter with
how many reservations, in the blessings that are taken for granted by most
childreri. (Kozol; 1967; p. 122)

Jonathian Kozol, in Death At An Early Age, was describing Steptien, a black fourth
grader; who had been placed in various foster homes and who was; from Kozol's

description of his behavior, probably emctionally distarbed: Without proper support
services, a regular class placement for Stephen seemed inappropriate. Certainly., by
high school, his continued placement in regular classes without spedial services would

be problematic. S S
Academic casualties among handicapped students are common at the high school

leijels when there are inadequate special education services, or where the elementary
schools provide poor early identification services. By contrast. when a continuum of
special education services is available through the early school years; handicapped

students in high schools with sopplementary services are more likely to be successful
learniers. o o

A continuum of services is represenited by a range of placement and special
instruction. These provisions are administratively developed. At the secondary sciool
levals, the placement options for mildly handicapped students should cansist of regular

classes with some provisions for special services — such as ttoring; resource room
instructions, and work/school opportunities. }
Placement of handicapped students in regular classes should take into consideration

stidents performances in that subject. As a rule, we recommend that their daily
achieverent should be at least aveiage in the mainstreamed subject: In addition,

placement should be considered in light of the students’ educational goals. Brandis and

Halliwell {1980) found that many mainstreamed students had study hall assignmierits.

Stich schedules for handicapped students are inconsistent with their educational goals.
They should not be placed in college preparatory programs where independent study
habits are required. Instead, their study time should be in conjunction with resource
room instruction or in other suppottive instructional arrangements. ___

Regular class teachers and special teachers shotild have frequent communications
about mainstreamed students’ daily progress: In this way, they can anticipate learning

difficulties and provide needed assistance rather than waiting ufitil studerits are mired

ifi learning problems. . _ . , B ,
Teachars’ Aftltiides. Teaching is a mixture of scientific knowledge and human

undersianding. Sometimes, these teachers who care about students develop jaded

attitudes from thelr overcaring. As aresult, their attitudes become negative. In a 1979

study (Stephens & Braun), 865 regular classtoom teachers were asked about
integrating handicapped students into classes. Sixty-two per_cent of the primary grade

teachers. 66 per cent of intermediate grade teachers, and 51 per cent of junior high

reachiers indicated that they would help integrate handicapped students_into their
classes. Their favorable attitudes were related to five factors: Sell confidence in

teaching the handicapped; their belief that such students are capable of becoriing

5 -
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iseful rienibers of society: their beliofs that puhiic schosls shoald oducate the

hdndlcapped thewr present grade level of teaching: and the number of speaial
cdur atlon COUTSUS thuv h.rd tdkcn

Puhl. hed 5tudre~. have not addre )
the handrcappcd It is likely that less thaii 50 por ceit would report fnvomhlv dttnudvs

about mainstreaming handicapped students for several reasons. First, high school
teachers tend to be oriented toward content subjects. Second, grading practices tike
on significant value at that level. Third, as students learn, their rarge of individual
performance within groups becoine greater creating 51gn1f1cant instructional prubh.'lns
For e\aniple a range of 12 or more years is often found among 15 or 16 year olds.
That variance is less likely to be found among younger children.

Problems of mdwndua' dlfferenCes cannot be drsmlssed llghtly Whrle teachers may

mdlvrduahzm; instruction at secondarv grade levels through theit allocatron of funds
recognizing that dlfferenttated progranis are costly: Supportive instructional services for

tedchers and students are always necessarv for effectwe mamstreammg programs

effort on preparing students for the socral envrronrnent in regular classes (Lipson &

Alden, 1983). Because mamstreamed students are often unable to cope wrthm the

classroom, desprte academic competence

Llpson and Alden suggest a two facet approach. First, the regular classroom teacher
should receive information regarding the behavioral characteristics of the incoming
student, A second component requires the resource room teacher o take the

responsnbilrty for social and behavroral mstructlon before mamstreammg occurs

adjust socrally Brandis and Halliwell (192)0) recommend greater emphasls on
extracurriciilar activities such as clubs and sports: A “buddy system” pairing

mainstreamed students with more competent students, has been used effectively by
Scott {1977}. Scott also established behavioral contracts between students and
classroom teachers. He recormimiends that the mainstreamed secondary stadent be

placed in a regular homeroom so that the student can develop a sensc of belonging.
The regular classroom teacher is centra] to the success of mamstreammg Wheeler

mainstrearied student and the regular education teacher before the student is placed.

Once the student is irstalled in the regular classroom, however, it is up to the teacher
to make adjustments. The teacher can start by ¢ gwmg the new student responsibilities
similal to other students (Scott, 77 t be exercised so that the

mainstreamed stadent not be set up for f .
such as word games or chalkboard exercises are hRely to spell failure for the new
student. o

Other Suggestions: Swanson (1981) also provides some ideas for classroom
teachers. These include high interest-low reading level texts, providing directions hath
aurally and written, audio visual supplements, individual pacing. minimal Written

wotk. and extra credit for proniptness. Riegel (1983) 5 suggests: stady guides: take

home exams: presentations in small groups. as opposed to class presentations: extra
practice; extended due dates; and grading on individual progress and effort, rather
than grading on a fixed norm. Of tolitse, each of these suggestions mast be matched

s 12
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to the individua! mainstreamed student’s needs. always providing the least restrictive
~rportunities. o S

in ther book. Stephens. Blackhurst and Magliocca (1982) suggest that main-
streaming teachers can be most effective if they have a knowledge of the history and
philosophy of mainstreaming. The tackground should include an understanding of
loast restrictive environment, Federal legislation. role of parents: a working definition
of mainstreaming and its research base. and finally. the legal rights of mainstreamed
students. , ) , )

Resource room teachers have a huge investment in the success of mainstreamed

students. As already mentioned, they wmust prepate students to meet minimal
academic and behavioral standards. Additionally, the resource teacher must work

cooperatively with the classroom teccher to assure a receptive environment for the
new student (Lipson & Alden. 1983: Riegel, 1983: Scott, 1977: and Wheeler and
Finley. 1980). Wheeler and Finley (1980) suggest that the special education teacher

provide all necessary information (e.g. evaluations. IEP) prior to placement, familiarize
the classroom teacher with_the resources available. 2hd ihitiate communications on an

individual basis. Scott (1977) further recommends that resource teachers provide
backup services for the student — the two teachers must share the responsibility.
- Thie mainstreaming process must include the parents of the student to be integrated
(Stephens. Blackhurst & Magliocca, 1982). Parental participation mgst occur; not
simply in the legally required planning process of IEP development, but also in the
implementation phase. Scott (1977) used a uhigue. abproach ta facilitate parental
involvement. Initially, a school representative made a hote visit to discuss the process
with the parents. Later, community clister mieetings were held in a designated parent's
home. Community meetings provided a medium for parent training in order to

facilitate the mainstreaming process at home. Finally, parents were encouraged 15
attend school activities. to attend individual conferences with either or both teachers.
and to observe their children in classiooiris:

SUMMARY

i secondary schools: regular class teachers have important tasks to perform as

members of the mainstreaming tearmn. Theit dedication to principles of equal
opportunity for all people coupled with specific cooperative activities can help provide
a new freedom for many handicapped students. The education and econoniic histotg

of the United States contributed to the movement towards equal educational

opportunities for handicapped people: As our society became more accepting of
differences. school programs for the handicapped were developed within public school
settings. . . . . R

Recent legislation and judicial decisions brought mainstreaming efforts to their
present status. Now, secondaty teachers have oppottunities to fulfill long sought goals

of special educators: In order to be successful, cooperation from both special and

reqular classroom teachers along with parenits and administrators. is essential.
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Patricia L. Reed

Coritextual characteristics of secondary schools typically make them less
supportive than_elementary schools of the inclusion of handicapped
students in regular classes. One major impediment continues to be the
unwillingness and inability of regular educators to work with students

whose characterisics and behavior deviate from generalized norms.
Attempts fo alleviate this problem through improving personnel
preparation have as yet resulted in minimal changes in the training of
tegular secondary teachers and even less in the preparation of secondary
administraters and supervisors. Collaborative efforts on_the part of

teacher educators to bring about concurrent modifications in the

preparation of all seconidary personnel are essential to mediate certain of

the conditions that prevent mainstreaming from working at the secondary
level.
Neatly a decade has passed since the U.S. Congress through enactment of Public

Law 94-142 clearly and firmly established a prefererice for regular classroom

placement of handicapped children. Throughout that decade there were repeated
attempts by various constituencies to revoke or substantially modify the national

tional integration of the handicapped. However, the federal statutory
s in tact and the U.S. Department of Education has indicated it will not
piitsiie any further revisions of the regulations (Administration now plans fo retain
special education rules; Will says; 1983). By law, handicapped children have the right
to full educational opportunity through a free and appropriate education in the least
restrictive environiment. o :
Inclusion of handicapped students in regular classrooms on a part- or full-time basis

is by no mears a new concept in education (Birch, 1974). Howevet, sirice passage of
the federal legislation more and more schools actoss the natlon are demonstrating that
such integrafion can be accomplished so that both the handicapped and their peers

beriefit_academically and socially. In many schools, the inclusion of handicapped

the mainstream of public edication is rict, as its critics decry; an

nrealistic demand beyond the power of s:tiools to meet. In these schools, integration
of the handicapped has ot forther eroded the quality of schooling. As one writer
observed; it is meaningless to continue asking the duestion, Does mainstreaming

work? It is time to concentrute upon the conditions that prevent mainstreaming from

“working and how they can be overcome (B~gdan, 1983).

THE CONDITIONS

One of the major impedimenis to the integration of Fandicapped students within

regular classrooms continues to be the unwillingness and/or inability of many regular

feachers to work with students whose characteristics or behavior deviate from

generalized norms. Typically this problem is more evident in secondary than

1z
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elememary schiools (Cordgrﬁii’?Si d'gsiwghet' al;. 1981): In secondary schools

particalarly. traditional concepts of staff roles and responsibilities. organizational

patterns. curricular structure, and differences of goal emphasis pose major barners to
the implementation of effective mainstreaming practices. At the secondar

interventions desighied to address individual needs decrease sig

comparison to lower levels. Students are more firmly locked into predetermined ability

groups as they progress through sticcessive levels of schooling: And at higher levels

there is @ steady decline in the ase of teacher praise and support for learning. use of

corrective gu1dance range and variety of pedagogical techniques, and participation by
students in dewermining the daily conduct of their education (Goodlad. 1984).
Compounding these contextual characteristics are ctirrent issuies of schicol fundlng

teacher salaries, decllmng entollmients; reductions in program and staff; and general

pablic dissatisfaction with the quality of schooling in general. .
Secondary schools aie thus complex ecosystems Wthh adapt yéi kﬁéihiéih §'t'r'o'h'g'

condmons Wthh now characterize schooling has thus been argued and supported with
a substantial body of evidence (Boyer. 1983; Goodlad, 1984; National Commission
on Excellence. 1983: Sizer. 1984]. But there is also evxdence to indicate that some of
the conditions that prevent mainstreaming from working in many secondary schools

can be mediated without waiting for widespread educational reform.
A considerable body of research shows a predictive relationship between the
behavior of school personnel and students' ediicational progréss (Soar and Soar;

1983: Walberg and Waxman; 1983). Admittedly; a less substantial research base

points to a similar relationship between the preparation of school personnel and their
subsequent professional practices. However, the absence of defiiiitive evidence to the
contrary makes it inappropriate to absolve those éngagéd in preparing school

practitioners of all responsanhty for the conditions that prevent mainstreaming from
working. Rather. there is reason to continue to believe that changes in the preparation
of schocl personnel can mediate certain of these conditions.

MEDIATING THE CONDITIONS NATIONALLY

{miproving the Preparation of Regular Educators. That translation of the
national policy. of including handicapped children ir the mainstream of public
education would require attention to the preparation of school pérsonnél was an

assumption made early on by framers of the federal legislation. To provide incentives

for colleges and universities to address this concern, a substantial amount of federal
dollars were made available to support personne! preparation programs. Althoqgh

funding po]lCle$ mmally were aimed almost entirely toward increasing the quantity and

quality of specnal educators; passage of P.L. 94-142 led to the inclusion of regular
education in funding initiatives.
States also used fuinding incentives to facilitate 1mpr0vémém in the preparation of

'regular edacators: Mcat adopted Jtandards ‘requiring tralnmg for worklng wnh

that colleges and universities give attention to stich cofceris to maintain approval to
prepare teachers.

Professional organizations concerned with school personnel preparation artempted
to stimulate thinking and action which would result in curricular modifications within

teacher education institiitions. ln 1978 the American Association of Colleges for

Teacher Education arged schools: colleges; and departments of education to adopt
new perspectives toward education of the handicapped (AACTE, 1978). Two years
later ACCTE supported the publication of a second paper which identified ten

10 16
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common compatency clusters considered essential to the preparation of regular
teachers for working with the handicapped (Reynolds, et. al., 1980): That same year

thie Standards for the Accreditation of Teacher Education were modified to include the
requirement that “professional education programs...prepare all school personiiel to

Contribute to the education of exceptional learners {National Council for the
Accreditation of Teacher Education. 1980. p. 15. o
Secondary Personnel Preparation. Following passage of Public Law 94-142,

both governmental agencies and professional organizations used their authority and

irfluence to effect changes in the preparation of all regular educators: However, in
resiiltant policies and practices, much more emphasis was placed upon the training of
elementary than secondary teachers. Preparation programs for administrative and
supervisory personnel were relatively unaffected.

For example, most of the_Deans’ Grantis Projects funded ander regular education
grants awarded by the U.S. Department of Education emphasized concerns relating to
teaching handicapped elementary-age ctudents (National Support Sisteitis Project;
1980: 1981; 1982). As of 1982 only fourteen states specified courses/competencies
in exceptionally/mainstreaming as a requirement for secondary teacher certification

(Weible and Dumas, 1982). A study of a random sample of individuals who began

teachirig in Virginia in the 1979-1981 school years indicated that a higher proportion

of elementary teachers reported attention to_topics_relating to teaching__the
handicapped in their preservice program than did secondary teachers (Blair, 1983).
Even research relating to mainstreaming typically focused upon populations of

clementary pupils. programs; and/or teachers (See. for exarmple; €orman and
Gottlieb, 1979).

Modifications relating to programs of preparation for secondary administrators and
supervisors were even less evident: Although guidelines for federal grants encouraged

“the infusion of rsrpgciél education content into traditional undergraduoate or graduate
curricula” (U.S.D.E.. 1981. p. 23). projects typically focused upon undergraduate
programs. i.e., teacher preparation (NSSP. 1980: 1981; 1982). Revisionis in state

certification requirements almost without exception applied to instructional personnel.
The revised NCATE Standards omitted any referenice to the need for attention to

education of exceptional learners in requirements for advanced programs (NCATE;
1980). ) ) o ) - ]

Delivery of services to handicapped children and youth as specified in federal
regulations clearly calls for broad-based involvement and shared decision-makir.g

among school personnel as well as parents and students (When appropriate): Findings

of researchers who_ have exarmined the training of administrative and supervisory

personnel indicate that improved preparation in these fields is crucial to attainment of
quality education for. the handicapped: For example, Herda concluded that if
placement in a regular class is to be the best available alterriativé for cerfain

handicapped children. school administrators’ and supervisors’ training must be given
serious attention (1980). Crisi's comprehensive review of research relating to

competencies necessary for srutéé'ssfﬁily mainstreaming handicapped students led to a

éii’hilé’r,tbhtlus@qhii(l‘?BG): To assume that it is possible to miediate certain of the
conle. e ng the preparation
of those seeking to hecome teachiers without concurrently modifying the preparation of

contextual conditions that inhibit effectiVe mainstreaming by modi

those seeking to become sdministrators and supervisors thus appears 10 be a serious
fallacy. o S S

Essential Knowledge and Practices: As governmental agencies, professional
organizations. and colleges and aniversities concerned themselves with the problem of

preparing regular school personnel who could facilitate appropriate inclusion of

handicapped children in regular classes, no common answer emerged to a most
11 -

17



O

ERIC

Aruitoxt provided by Eic:

fundamental guestion. What concepts, beliefs and preferred behavrors are essential to

preparing regular educators for their roles and associated responsibilities in educating

the handicapped? In fact, it appears that in_many instances the question was niot

addressed Rather, another concern seemed uppermost. What changes will meet

nes estathhed for federal grants pornted tor the

need for “infusion of special education content” into both undergraduate and graduate

carricula. However, these guidelines gave no clue as to the specific nature of that

content or of the knowledge or competencies to be acquired. Analysis of expectations

inherent in Public Law 94-142 did lead some.teacher educators to propose that ter

“competency clusters” serve as the basis for redesigning all teacher education curricula
(Reynolds; et: al:; 1980): Resultantlv ptogram developers in some institutions used or

adapted this model in selecting and organizing content and activities to be included in

the preservice training of regular teachers. Likewise, some states followed a similar
approach in formiulating requirements for teacher certification. For example, in 1980
ania Department of Educanon riandated that all persons applving for

teaching and instructional certificates in any area of education (including zounselors
and supervisors) demonstrate ten generic competencies dealing with education of the

handicapped (Commonwealth of Pennsylvania Depzrtment of Education, 1980).

In general. however: it was more common for progranis and/ ot state requirements

to indicate broad topics to be addressed through professional education coursework
{e.5.. P.L. 94-142, claracteristics of handicapped children, due process, etc.) than to

identify any body of professional kn0wledge or set of capahrhtres considered essential

to promoting effactive schoo! practices in educating handicapped children in regalar
settings.

irclusion of the handrcapped into effective educational practice have demisistrated

that personnel preparation is regarded as a key variable in mediating the conditions
that inkibit mainstreaming, Furthermore, the preparation of regular educators has been

recognized as being crucial to saccessfal mainstieaniing.

Nonetheless, during the past decade limited progress has been made in modifying
the preparation of regular secondary school personnel and even |ess in the preparation
of administrators and supervisors. Alsc lacking is 2ny comimionly held tnderstanding as

to the body of knowledge; beliefs; and preferred behaviors which; when transmitted to
regular secondary personnel. will foster development of the conditions necessary to

make mainstreaming work.
MEDIATING THE CONDITIONS IN ORIO

) lmpmving the Prepatatlb’ii of Regulat Ediicators. In Ohro as across the

nation; preparation of school personnel is considered instramental to effectmg
appropriite integration of handicapped and nonhandicapped students within the
schoos. 7 - , ,

That regular educators are instrumental to providing least restrictive environmerits

for handicapped students in Ohio schools is evident from needs identified in the

1981-1983 revisions of Ohio's Comprehensive System for Personnel Development:
These ircluded:
* Developing and maintaining cooperative teaching between regular
and special teachers:
* Strategies for general education and resource teachers in working
together; 5
s 12
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o lidentification of characteiistics of handicapped children for regular
teachers (Ohio Departiment of Edocation; 1981).
That developing regular educators’ will and skill to make mainstreaming work

continues to be a haajor priority in Ohio is cleatly indicated from the 1984 “Initiatives in

Special Edtcation” formulated through broad-based input by educators and parents
throughout the state. These iltiatives are directed towatd five goals. oiie of which is to
“improve the effectiveness of regular education personnel who are serving

handicapped children by providing systematic educational opportunities at the pre-
and inservice levels:” They cpec educational needs of principals and supervisors as
well as regular teachers. Additionally they call for the need to “coordinate with

preservice institutions the provision of effective educational opportunities based upon
demonstrated competency need” and to “foster the development of 2 common

language among educators” (New, 1983). 7 o

In Ohio. development of programs and cutricala relating to education of the
handicapped is a cooperative function of teacher fraining instititions and the Ohio
Division of Special Education (Ohio Department of Sducation, 1981). In 1977, a

Deans' Ta-b. Force for Personnel Preparation for ihie Handicapped was established to
facilitate planning between the State and colleges and universities. This Task Force
immediately begaii to address the need for modifications in personne! preparation
called for by federal and state legislation. Among other activities, the Task Force
enrcuraged and assisted teacher education institutions in modifying their program for

regular educators by providing funds t6 suppo't facalty and curriculum c evelopment.
Projects carried out with thesz funds. lik~ those supported by federal agencies. tended
1o focus upon the preparation of elementary teachers with less attention given to the

training of secondary teachers and relatively none given to the preparation of
administrative of supervisory personnel.

~ Additionally, the Ohio Department of Ecucation, in cooperation with the Deans’
Task Force: develop.d guidelines to be used in determiining if teacher education
institutions afe in compliance with the mandates of P.L. 94-142 and Chapter 3323 of
the Ohio Revised Code. Determination of each institution’s compliance was made part
of the on-site evaluation conducted once during each five-year ‘period. These

guidelines require that programs for préservice teachers provide opportunity for
students to:
¢ Become aware of school and community resource and service

delivery systems;

s Know characteristics of students with handicaps and the needs of

those students in the least restrictive efvironments;
Rnow how to participate in educationa! assessments. how to
specify goals and objectives, and how o use education support

services; and

Kriow the process of consultation with parents at each step of the

identification; evaluation, placement in an appropriate setting, and

educational planning {Lasley and Levstik, 1980).

Other than the requirement that the teacher education curriculum reflect human
concerns related to “working effectively with students regardless

of .. exceptionally not requiring a full-time specialized environment,” Ohio Standar’s
for Approting Colleges or Universities Preparing Tedchers made no mention of

preparation for wotking with the handicapped (Ohio Department of Education; 1975).

13 19
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Ho,",",e,i‘i',,'?, maintain theit eligibility for Jupplememal funds prowded by the State to
assist teacher education; Ohio teacher education institutions were expected to have on
file with the Diepartment descriptions of how their teacher education programs address

education of the handicapped.
Urilike many states, Ohio standards for certification in regular teaching or

sapervisory fields have not been revised to include any specific requirement pertaining
to educanon of handlcapped students Nor do the newly adopted requirements for

No fundmg incentives have been p;oiuded to encourage revisions in
administrative,/supervisory programs: no guidelines exist for determining if institution’s
programs in these areas address concerns relating to education of the handlcapped
and State standards for approving advanced programs (administrative: supervisory.
and pupil personnel} include no stipulation regarding such matters.

Results of a recent s:udy of “Efforts Within Ohio's Teacher Preparation Institutions to

incorpo -ate P.L. 94 142 Provisions Within Pre-Service Programs” did verify that

substanitial cumicalar revisions had been made in preparing regular teachers for
working with handicapped students. However, the report cited several deficiencies
relating to the types of opportunities provided sttidenits:
s A sizable number of colleges {15-20%) did not teach regular
teacher education students about community resources and
services for the handicapped;
There tended to be a lack of formal arrangements to insure that
teacher education studints would encounter handicapped students
it their field experiences:

Overall,_regular teacher education students tended to be informed
about IEPs but there was litile experience in writing |EPs or

preparing them in cooperation with other staff members;

* Typical colleqe delwery systems of lecture and dlsCuSSIon and

assessment through testing, were predommant in preparing teacher

educanon students for instructing exceptional children {Rogus. et.
. 1982).

Furthermore: of twenty institations reviewed during the first two years of the current
five-year cycle of evaluations of teacher education institutions, one-fourth did not
satisfactorily meet the guidelines relating to preparing preservice teachers {Heiritschal:

1983).
No comparable evaluations of programs for administrators and supervisors are

available. _
Secondary Personnel Preparatl'o’h" That many regular secondary personnel in

thﬁyetﬁlﬁeeﬁk the will and skill to make mainstreaming work is indicated by results of a

recent survey of Ohio secondary school administrators. Of fifty-three respondents
{representing 23 high schools, 26 junior high andrmnddle schools, and 4 joint

vocational schools), 51% considered their faculty unable to meet the needs of

l“andlcapped students in their buildings. Furthermore, 30% viewed their staffs as
opposed to mamstreammg students: that same percent attributed this opposition to

staff being “unqualified” to ,Wéﬂf,}ﬂ'l‘,b?[‘d}qfﬁpe'd students (Chambers; 1983},
Unfonﬁn?tely this study was not designed to elicit data regarding administrators” will
and Skl” to rriake malnstreammg worR However 1f a sngmflcant propomon of

14
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it follows that administrators also may not have the commitment or capabilities
necessary to mediate certain of the organizational. scheduling. human relations. and
carricular problems which contribute to faculty's opposition and lack of ability to work
with handicapped studenits. ,

Since findings from the “Effects” study and the on-site e
specific. they do not indicate to what extent deficiencies
compared to other teacher preparation fields. Howevet, many Ohio teacher educators

Soem to recognize that their programs do not yet adequately prepare regular secondary
school personncl to share responsibility for educating the handicapped. A recent
sarvey of needs and practices in twenty institutions preparing secondary personnel
indicated that heads of teacher cdiication and/or their designates generally viewed

their own secondary progrars as “matgiial” in preparing graduates to contribute to

the education of handicapped students. On a nine-point scale {1-3 The program is
de 2t.... 4-6 The program is marginal...: 7-9 The program is effective :);
respondents' mvan scores were 5.8 for secondary teacher education programs and 5.2
for administrative /st pervisory program<. Rankings ranged from 3 to 8 for teacher

preparation and from 2 to 7 for administrative/supervisory programs (Reed. 1983):
In terms of needs relating to the improverment of secondary petsonnel preparation.

responses for secondary teacher preparation differed significantly from those for
administrator and supervisory preparation. {See Table 1. ) 7
As was e-pecied. high-level needs for advanced programs reflected types of concerns

which typically precede program modification while those identified for teacher

preparation are more representative of needs that gain in importance once the
commitment to change is made and specific revisions are being formulated (Reed.
1983) : o R o

Defining Essential Knowledge and Practices: In Ohio: as across the hation
there has been no common answer to the question. What concepts. beliefs and
preferred behaviors are essential to preparing regular educators for their roles and
responsibilities in educating the handicapped? i

State guicelines pertaining to compliance with P-L. 94-142 delineate four types of
opportinities which mast be provided in teacher training. They do not require that

institations state specific program objectives or that graduates demonstrate a specified
body of knowledge or set of competencies relating to education of the handicapped.
Nor do certification standards give attention to this concern. Thus institutions have
considerable latitude with respect to the selection and organization of curricular content
within teacher education programs and even more within advanced programs.
Program formats on file in the Division of Teacher Education and Certification office

provide little information regarding desired program outcomes or the nature of course
content anid activities relating to education of the handicapped. They do indicate that a

large majority of institutions integrate aftention to eddcation of the handicapped within
a sequence of regular education coursework required in the secondary teacher training
program: Two institutions reported using special education coursework only: Ten

reported requiring special education courses but also infusing attention to the
handicapped in other cotirsework: The remainder used integration of content in
regular education coarsework exclusively. o S S
Types of courses most frequently listed as including objectives and content relating
to the handicapped were introductory seminars and field experiences: educational
psychology or hiiman growth and development: social and philosophical foundations
or education. and methods or curriculum. Less frequently mentioned were reading
courses and only infrequently assessment/evaluation courses or student teaching.
That course integration is the most common cutricular approach used in Ohic's
teacHer education programs was verified by the “Effects” study. Findings of this stady

indicated that approximately 30% of the colleges used a direct structures format fi.e.,
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had separa}g courses specxfncalrly déalmg with thé handxcapped and their instraction)

and the remainder used indirect structure {.e., courses that contained specific
subcomponents focused on instruction of the handlcapped)‘ {Rogus, et. al., 1983).

TABLE 1
Needs Relating to improving the Etfectiveness of Secondary
Personne! Programs In Preparing Graduates to Contribute
.¢ Education of Handicapped Students

- ~ Ranks

o Programis for Programis for Programsrfror
Need Teachers® Supewxsorsc Principalse
Admlnlsggylve support/ _

leadership 10 8 7
Collaboratlon between Vregular )

and special education faculty 7 5 5.5
Curricular design presently i 7

used 6 7 5.5
Delineation of the knowledge

based relating to education

of handicapped secondary . B B

students 1 3 8
Deg;ﬁmertal 'school/college _ .

priorities 8 2 2
- - - - - ; - _
Faculty attitude 45 = 1 1
Faculty knowledge/skill 2 4 4
Field/practicam experience 4.5 9 9
Requirements for certification 9 6 3
Resources (computer programs;

modules, video tapes, etc.)

to support program i

implementation 3 10 10

3Highest need =
Based on rggpgp§g§ifrgrpwtwenty institations prepanng secondary teachers
<Based on responses from eight institutions preparing secondary supervisors and
administrators
16
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No descriptions of how programs for administrators and supervisors address
concerns felating to inclosion of the handicapped in regular settings are filed in the
ts" study examine these programs. However, resalts

Division office: Nor did the “Effec

of the study of institutional needs and practices in secondary preparation cited earlier
indicated that programs for administrators and supervisors also r: - upon the course
integration approach: Of the institutions sampled; not one reported 1equiring a special

education course in the preparation of administrators or regular secondary supervisors
{Reed, 1983). R -
When course infosion is used as a curricular model; omissions or _insufficient

attention to certain concepts or capabilities often results. For example, the study of
Virginia regular elementary and secondary teachers incicated that those who had
completed coiitses in special education reperted the inclusion of certain topics relating

E?,,,é,dgca,,‘,‘;,‘?[’ of the handicapped more often than those who had completed only
regular education courses which contained particular subcomponents relating to

education of the handicapped. However, this study also revealed that certain_tepics
tended to be emphasized and others less emphasized regardless of curricular design.
Topics more frequently included were the rationale for mainstreaming, characteristics
of handicapoed learners, Public Law 94-142, and IEPs. Those less frequently reported

as being inclided were developing learning activities for the handicapped. selecting

iristructional materials; identification prccedures, and working with parents (Blair,

1983). Results of the evaluation of Otiio's teacher education programs points to similar
types of omissions (Rogis, et. al., 1982): Findings of both studies suggest a lack of
clear delineation of desired overall program outcomes. L
Without identification of the essential knowledge ot competency to be furthered by
coursework, selection and sequencing of course objectives. content; and activities
becomes more randoin than systematic Omiissions or inadequate emphasis upon
cettain content such as that described above thus may characterize program effects.
Lack oi delineation of any agreed upon set of concepts, beliefs; and preferred

behaviors considered fundarr :ntal to preparing secondary personnel for their roles in

ediicating handicapping students maices it even more difficult to obtain consistent
effects in the perfformance of those individuals in sche ! settings.

Again, it appears that this problem is recognized by persons responsible for
preparing secondaty teachers. As can be noted in Table 1, the need given highest
priority in secondary teacher preparation was “delineation of the kriowledge base

relating to education of handicapped students.” This need was ranked lower,

However, for supervisor preparation and significantly lower for administrator
preparation. Again, these differences suggest that programs for siipetvisors and

administrators have as yet been less affected by concerns relating to edacational
integration of the handicapped. S
Progress and Limitations. As is the case nationally, Ohio's efforts to prepare

regular educators to mediate the condiiions that prevent mainstreaming from working
have brought about substantial revisions in teacher prepatation curricula: However;

there is considerable evidence to indicate that programs for preparing secondary
teachers do not yet adequately promote graduates’ will and skill to make
mainstreaming work. Furthermore, there has been very miinimal attention to this

concern in preparing secondary administrators and supervisors. And. as at the national
level, there is @ lack of corisensus with respect to essential program outcomes relating

to education of the handicapped.
SUMMARY
Thie problems of providing handicapped students an appropriate education in the
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make mainstreaming work.

_ Over the _ecade since adoption of The Education for All Hd}iditéﬁﬁéa Children
Act, considerable progress has been made in preparing regular teac'.ers to share
responsxblhty for education of the handncapped "{owever; less progroess has been
made in secondary teacher preparation and very little attention has been directed
toward the preparation of secondary administrctors and supervisors. Additionally.
therz has been insufficient attent'on to identifying any coinmon body of knowledge or

preferred behaviors which are deemed essential to prepare secondarg personnel to act
collectively in promoting progress of handicapped students. Such is both the state of
the nation and the state of the State.

If personnel preparation is to be & significant variable in mediating the conditions
which prevent mainstreaming from working in secondary schools, thnse responsible
fLJrr'p"r'o"gr'a”r'ris' of preparation for teachers. administrators. and supervisors imitist work
collaboratively 1o:

(1) Identify the essential and congruent professional cuncepts and praciices
relating to education of handicapped secondary stiderits which are

deemed inctrumental to promoting regular educators’ collective will and
skill to make mainstreaming work: and

preparation of regular secondary teachers. admlmstrators and siipervisors

1o asstire transmission of the<: essential and cor ruent and practices

Censider the implications for the State of Ohio alone. For the 1983-86 years the
ar.nual productivity of teachers certificated in grades 7-1Z is estimated to be 1.529
(Ohi» Departriznt of F lucation. 1982). In 1982 the State issied or renewed 1,427

high s<hsal principal and 87€ standard secondary superinsnr certificates (Lasley:
1983)

truly fostered the will and kil of 3. 826 secondary educators to make mainstreaming

work? ‘Nould thar make a difference?
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The Role of Counselors in

implementing P:L: 94-142

Mary Ann Stibbe, Loviah E. Aldinger

and Reemt R. Baumann

Although P.L. 94-142 does not mandate a specific role for counselors;

certain responsibilities of counselors may_have implications relative to

meeting the intent of that legislation. Therefore; the study reported here
was carried out to determine the extent of Ohio counselor involvermienit in
the implementation of P.L. 94-142. A questionnaire was developed and

mailed to every school in Ohio that employed a counselor. According to
an analysis of survey results {72% return rate), elementary school
counselors were most involved and high school/vocational counselors
were least involved in working with handicapped students; their parents,
reqular educators, and principals to faci itate mainstreaming and due

process. Respondents identified ihree areas which would enhance a
beginning counselor’s ability to implement P.L. 94-142: an overview of

special education, informiation about the law; and knowledge of
handicapping conditions:

 As a result of P.L. 94-142, many students who previously had been segregated
because of their disability are now integrated into regular education environments

{Schipper, 1981). The success of ler nssuctional and social integration has

depended in large measure or . combination of parental support, preparation of both
handicapped and nonhandicapped students for adjustment to mainstreamed

classrooms, the accommodative power of regular education, and organization of the

inistriictional delivery system (Jigmond & Sansone, 1981). Despite the P.L: 94-142
mandate for an. interdisciplinary approach to educational planning; instruction, and
evaluation and for collaboration between parents and professionals in developing the
handicapped student's educational plan, the interactions among professionals and
patents, if they occur, are not always successful {Alleri-Meares & Pugach; 1982;

COUNSELORS AND P.L. 94-142

Although P.L. 94-142 does not mandate a specific role for counselots, some of the

responsibiliies which counselors could, and probably_do, perform _in the
implementation of P.L. 94-132 are difectly related to their normal responsibilities in
the regular education environment: These include 1) assisting students and_their

parents with academic and vocational decisions, 2) consulting with students about
social adjustment problems, and 3) communicating with parents; faculty, and
administrators about students (Ohio Dept: of Educ.; 1976, Ranbom, 1983).

Aloiig with their usual duties; counselors, because of their specialized training; can
also encourage collaboration among professionals and parerts in the development of

Individualized Edijtéﬁb'hrisi'éri’si {IEPs). Because counselors are trained in group
process, they can promote group effectiveness and group decision imaking, flexible

comimanication  patterns; cooperative problem solving, and the sharing of
21
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responsrbllrtres armong those who are charged with 1IEP development (Wheaton &

Vandergriff, 1978). They can train professionals to involve parents in the construction
of the |IEP and can train parents to participate {Goldstein et al., 1980). Finally, if
serving as a permanent member of the |EP team, the counselor can advocate for the
child in the social and emic tional areas (Filer; 198 and can encourage parent

part 7777777777777777777777777

As 3 conscguence ol therr trammg and of their concern for the social, emotional,

and academic welfare of the students in their building; counselors could also be
involved with aspects of due process as mandated by P.L. 94-142. In addition to
recording cotinseling contacts with handicapped students, they mlght also explain
diagnostic results to professionals and parents; evaluate 1EP afcompltshments. and

maintain student records (Humes. 1982).
While counselor contributions to the |mplementat|on of P L 94 142 are potentrallv
quite externsive and varied, the extent of their involvement Has ot been documented.

Thus; a survey research study was carried out for the purpose of provrding information
abou. the ands of responsrbrlrtres Oth counselors have assumed in thrs area, the
enhance the ability of beginning counselots to implement P:L. 94-142: It was
anticipated_that results would be of assistance to counselor trainers when making
decisions about both the preservice and inservice needs of counselors.

METHOD

The survey was designied to establish profiles of counselor involveme’nt' ifany;in the

vary accord!ng to Vsurchrvarrables as drrsmct type, school type, school size, and
availability of a special edication stipervisor ot cadse managet.

A questionnaire: "Counseling Responsibilities in Implementing P.L.. 94-142;" was
mailed to every public_school in Ohio which employed a counselor, In March, 1983,
the first mailing of 1,573 questionnaires was sent to 720 high schools, 513 junior

high/middle schools; 247 elementary schools; and 93 vocatronal/plnt vocational

schools, A second mailing of 523 questionnaires followed in April, 1983.
The lrnal questronnarre ‘was the rcsult ol a development process consrstlng 6l ini

foundation for que ing; in-depth rntervrews were conducted with five c
who were actively involved with the implementation of P.L.. 94-142. The information
obtained from the interviews was then tsed as the basis for the development of a pilot

questionnaire. This questionnaire was sent to the counselors previously interviewed
and five additional counselors. The counselors who participated in the pilot
represented a varrely of school and dlsmcl types

demographic vanablesc present counselor roles and responsrbllmes in the
implementation of P.L.. 94-142, and a ranking of information and skills important to
the implementation of P:L: 94-142;

Counselors were asked to describe themselves and their school district by answering
questions related to:

1 Type of school district (i-e:; central city; small cily; suburban city or town;
rural town or consolidated district.
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3. Level of primary counseling responsibility (i:e:: high school (HS): junior
high/middle school (JH/MS), elementary school (ES), vocational/joint
vocational schoal {V/JVS), and high school and junior high/middle school
(HS and JH/MS).

4. Availability of a special education supervisor or case manager for the
school(s) they served.

5. Date of their coanselor certification (i.e.; tefore or after 1978].

6. Degree of responsibility in implementing P.L. 94-142 (i;e:. none of their

time. up to a fifth of their time, more than a fifth of their time).

The second section of the questionnaire was divided into six subsections: The first

four subsections required counselors 1o respond 1o statements about their
responsibilities in the following areas: 1) counseling parents of handicapped students,

2) working with regular education faculty to facilitate mainstreaming, 3) assisting
building principals in the implementation of P.L. 94-142, and 4) helping handicapped
students adjiist to the mainstream: The remaining two subsections required counselors
to respord to statements about 1) their contributions to the Multidisciplinary Team
(placement and evaluation) and IEP meetings and 2) their role as a collaborator with
Multidisciplinary team (MDT) members.

The third section listed eleven information and skill areas which could éhi’iéhté a

beginning counselor’s ability to implement P.L. 94-132. Responding counselors were

instructed to rank the eleven areas from "1", the most important; to "11"; the least

important.

RESULTS

Of the 1.573 questionnaires h’iaiiéa 16 Oth schosls with counselors; 1;140 (72%)

were returned. Those retiitned included questionnaires which had not been completed
because of changes within the system or because of budget cutbacks which had
eliminated counselor positions. Ultimately, the analysis was built on 1,135 surveys.
The responses wereé transferred to IBM scan sheets and wei analyzed by a descriptive
Statistical Analysis System (SAS) computer program. The 150 {13%) surveys from

cotitiselors who indicated that they had no responsibility in the implementation of P.L.
94-142 were eliminated fror further analysis. Only the 985 (87%) surveys from
counselors who did assist in the implementation of Pit: 94-142 were used to

determine the profiles of involvement and the ranking of skill and information areas.
In establishing the profiles. the following criteria were set. If 3% or more of the
srs checked a particular function, that function was considered a counselor
responsibility. If 33% or fewer of the counselors indicated that they performed a

particular function; that counselor responsibility was considered not to be a part of the
counselor repertoire. ) o o
Demographic Variables. Information about the characteristics of counselors and

their schools was collected in order to determine whether or not different profiles of
responsibilities and ratings could be distinguished at different levels of these variables.
The anal-<is identified only one of these variables as important, level of responsibility
(i.e: elementary. high school, junior high/isiddle school, vocational/joint vocational
schoal, high school and junior high/middle school) . Relationships between profiles of
responsibilities and level of responsibility to three of the demographic variables (time

spent; availability of special education supervisor or case manager, and date of
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cemflcanon) may be of some interest and are; therefore; sammarized bneﬂy in thls

section. The number of respondents differ because not all counselors marked every

variable. .
Seven hundred thlrty five (82%) of the counselors spent 20% or less of their tirme

and 159 {18%) spent more than 20% of their time in the implementation of P.L.
94-142. Notably, the large majority of HS counselors (86%) and V/JVS counselors
{87 %) spent, at most. only 20% of their time in the implementation of P.L. 94-142. In

contrast, 54% of the ES counselors spent more than 20% of their time in the

implementation of P.L. 94-142.
‘Of the B35 counselors who responded to thns quesiion, 813 (91%) dld have specnal
edication supervisors or case manaders available aid 82 (9%) did not: Contraty to

expectations; counselors with no special education supervisory personnel available to
them did not generally assume more mainstreaming responsibilities or spend more
time in the implementation of P.L. 94-142 than counselots who did.

Elght hundred forty-foar (91%) counselors were certified in 1978 or before. Enghty-
two {9%) of the respondents were certified after 1978,

_As a group, counselors are involved in a wic . ;ange of activities assocxated with P.L.
94.142. However, their duties vary somewhat according to thelr level of responSibnhty

Counselors assisted the parents of handicapped students in a variety of ways. They
helped parents find educational assistance or placement for their children. They also

provided information abotit adjistment to the mainstream, plag:ement and academnc

progress. However; ES counselors did not provide parents with career information;
nor did V/JVS counselors discuss multifactored assessment information with parents.
Counselors indicated that they did assist regular education teachers in their

adjustirient to the demands of PIL: 94-142. They helped teachers modify the

curriculum to accommodate the educational needs of handicapped students. They
explalned and dlscussed the mulnfactored as:.essments They lnmated and coordnnated

tech niques that regalar teachers could use with mainstre.~~A students. If appropriate,
they facilitated communication between teachers of different schools when transfers
and grade advances were made. In addition to these activities, ES counselors provided

inservice education in the area of handlcappmg conditions and demonstrated

classi. ->m management techniques for regular teachers. o
In assisting the building principal in the implementation of PL. 94 142 counselors
served as the administration representative at [EP meetings; spoke as the "designee” of

the administration when meeting with parents of the handicapped, and verified
appropriate placement when a student transferred or was promoted to another

buiiding. Only V/JVS  cotinselors did ot speak as the “designee” of the

administration when rneenng with a hzidicapped student or when meeting with

regular education faculty concerning a handicapped student.
Responses by counselors in this section of the questionnaire revealed thiat as a group

they provnded academlc counsehng 1o handlcapped students and they held ~group

Elementary school counselors also desngned counseling sessions specnfrcallyi for

handicapped stiudents. As might be expected; the ES counselors did not focus on
career counseling; a responsibility peformed by HS and V/JVS counselors. As a
reverse of this patten of involvement, ES counselors did provide information about
handizapping conditions to the nonhandicapped peer group: and HS and V/JVS
counselors did not:

Although all counselors attended both MDT and lEP meetings and all but V/JVS
counselors encouraged parent contribtitions at the |EP meetings, only ES counselors

and HS and JH/MS counselors chaired the MDT and IEP meetings. Interestingly, no
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counselors of any school type acted as spokesperson for the parents at the MDT
i"'rié}atih’@. 7
For counselors in all school types, collaboration consisted of identifying and referring

mildly handicapped students for evaluation and conferring with the school

Ranking of Information and Skiils. In ranking the skills which would enhance a

§égjﬁning counselor's ability to_ implement P.L. 94:142, practicing counselors
identified the following (in descending order) as the most important: 1) an overview of

special education, 2) information about P:L. 94-142; and 3) a knowledge of
handicapping conditions: The skills which they identified as lea...important were 1) use
of the computer to keep track of due procass, 2) classroom management for specific
learning problems, 3) career information for the handicapped; and 4) group process
training to promiote participation skills in placement and IEP decisions. Skills ranked in
the middle (not in rank order) were 1) knowledge about the tests most frequently
encountered in multifactored assessments, 2) techniques for working with the parents
of the handicapped, 3) techiniques for counseling handicapped students, and 4)

consulting skills in working with professionals. o ) ] o
Although the rank order varied in some cases by school type, tiie counselors did

agree across school type on the three most important and the four least important
{classtoom management and career information. were almost identical in rankings)

skills necessary to enhance a beginning counselor’s ability to implement P.L. 94-142.

PISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

* The high rate of return for the questionnaire suggests that the issue of P.L. 94-142s
important to Ohio counselors. In particular, the range of differences among counselors
by school types is important. In most instances, a continuum_of involvement;
determined by the percentage of counselors responding positively; could be discerned.

That continuum, ranging from heavy involvement to little involvement, generally
followed this pattern; ES, HS and JH/MS, HS, V/JVS. The pattern was reversed
only in the instances of providing career information {o parents or handicapped

students. That responding i:rorfuﬁ'sré;lgrsﬁaiso ranked an overview of special education,
information about F.L. 94-142 and knowledge of handicapping conditions as areas

important to a beginning counselor indicates a definite need for preservice, and

perhaps inservice training. The inservice training is particularly vital because so many
counselors were trained in or before 1978. o o ,
The resaits of this research study certainly provide support for the inclusion of

content related to P.L. 94:142 in counselor preparation prograrmis. The resalts also
indicate a need for further research in several areas:

First, it would be interesting to find out whether the counselor duties selected for
inclusion in the guestionnaire for this study, while derived from the literature, are al
actually relevant. For example, as the analysis showed, counselors did not speak for

parents at MDT riieetings nor provida group process training to IEP or multidisciplinary
team members:

Second. since a vast majority of the elefientary schiools in Ohio (and perhaps in
other states) do not have counselors, it would be important to find out which personnel
in schiools with no counselors are performing the functions listed on the questionnaire.
Elementary school_principals_could be surveyed in order to determine whether the

implementation of P.L. 94-142 is (or could be) facilitated by the presence of a sthool
counselor. : S
Finally; since Ohio elementary school counselors were more invovled than other
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types of counselor in the various duhes required for successfal implememanon of P:L.

94.142; future research might try to determine the factors which prevent counselors in
secondary or_vocational schools from performing these functions. In the case of the
vocational schools. it may be that duties related to P.L. 94- 142 have low priority

because the numbers of mamstreamed stadents in these schools are low or because
certain responsibilities in this area are handled in the home high school. In the case of
secondary schools, it may be that counselors do not have the time to take on the
additional duties associated with due process: or. because of a lack of familiarity with
handicapping conditions and P.L. 94-142; they do not feel comfortable working with
handicapped students and their parents.

Answers to these questions must be found to ensure that P.L. 94-142 s successfully

lmplemented at the secondary. as well as the elementary level:
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Joseph Watras

Although designed to rectify wrongs long-suffered by handicapped

children, P.L. 94-142 may have also increased the mechanical and
authoritarian natare of school life. Four factors are cited as contributing to

this effect: the image of school life the law called forth; the emphasis the
law placed on remedial instriction: the effort the law makes to open the

curriculum to all interested parties: and the mind set the law reinforced
among educators. It is. this author's contention that these effects could
have been avsided had those who supported and drafted the legislation
thought deeply about what comprises good education.

in 1975. Gerald Ford signed into law, The Education for all Handicapped Children
Act. Public Law 94-142. This is the first law that clearly defines an instructional
planning process. It may be the strongest example of the federal government's

intrasion into education. But the law is rarely discussed in this context. Sach
acceptance of federal control may illustrate how quickly we are drifting towards a

centralized system of education: If this is the case. this law serves as an example to
demionstrate that the drift towards George Orwell's 1984 is propelled by good reasons

not bad ones._ S S o o
P.L. 94-:142 i§ a model Whereby effects of reformers’ zeal can be analyzed. The law

is aimed at redressing wrongs that supporters say long existed. Bui the law not only
increased the federal government's control of education. it also increased the
authorization and mechanical nature of school life. This is ironic because the law was
supposed to reduce the barriers handicapped people experienced and make schools
responsive 1o the special needs of these children. These problems occlitted because

those who pushed for the legislation. as well as those who drafted it. had a limited set
of objectives. Had they paused to thirik deeply about the nature of a good education,

the reformis they enacted may have been more beneficial.
THE NATURE OF THE REFORM MOVEMENT

Some writere have called The Ediication for All Handicapped Children Act the
culmination of a quiet revolution (Abeson & Zettel: 1977). They applied this name in
recognition of the pressure which, they say. a minority of parents and special

educators exerted to get the law. Other authors have noted that the model of
educational planning underlijing the law is the prodoct of several legal decisions
{Sarason & Doris, 1978). This model; they note. was made popular by a growing

body of literatare published by educators. ) -

The reforms these parents and special ediicators wanted were simple and fair. They
wanted to end excessive segregation of handicapped children. Special education
classes. they said, were often rooms to which administrators sent children who caused
problems: Parents contended that the chil4ven were never expected to leave this
setting and never received adequate training. [n place of this callous treatment, parents
and special educators asked for considered identification and evaluation of

handicapped children. In the past, one test, such as an [.Q. test, may have been all
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that was necessary to quahfy a Chlld for a program. Unfort' tely, the test may not
have helped anyone understand why the child was no; doing well in school: What was

needed; said the parents and special educators; were multiple tests administered and
evaluated by teams of professionals. Instead of isolation, the parents and educators
wanted remedial education designed to rediice the child's handicap.

A part of this reform movement, which should have ralsed more controversy than it

did. called for similar attention to those children that did not h1ave obvious disabilities as
for those who clearly suffered lmpalrment That is, ostcnsnbly normal chlldren who

conditions were described with vague terms such as dyslema minimal bram

dysfunction or learning disability. These terms imply that the child in question has a
braln drsorder although there is no evndence that such is the case.

witniessing a fad: Critics argued that people seemed attracted to these words more
strongly than was warranted by the success of the programs designed to cure these ills.
Furthermore, the critics often asserted that comiplex language disguised simplistic

answers to difficalt problems (Schrag & Divoky; 1975):

Simplistic or not, the parents and special educators who pushed for Public Law
94 142 seemed to thlnk it was better to do somethmg to help these apparently normal

that was cast into tl.e law. {U.S. Congress; 1975).

THE NATURE OF THE ACT

‘The Education for AII Handlcapped Chlldren Act requires that an individual

education plan be formulated for each child identified as having an educatlonally

handlcappmg conditon. The law asks that; when a parent or teacher suspects a child
may be suffering from a handicap that impairs his or her school progress, the school
district send the child to qualified diagnosticians to help determine the cause of the

child’s problems: The intent of this requirement is to ensure that no one test will be the

basis of a diagnosis or_educational prescription. Though the law is_interpreted
somewhat differently in differant states, in general the process goes as follows Once
the tests are completed the teacher or special teacher: the Pparents, some school
administrators such as school psychologist or curriculum supervisor or principal, sit
down together and agree upon an educational plan for the child. The child may, in
some cases, attend this meeting. This plan specifies the remedial work that the team

believes the child needs to develop his abilities and; po ly. to catch up to his age

that suggest how to measure achnevement
Thie law; then; spells out what process school people shoald follow to determine

how to help handicapped children. It tried to institute fairness by asking that the
meeting be conducted in language all participants understand. And it set Uup quasi-legal
procedures for appeal if anyone attending the confererice felt their ideas were rot

adequately represented in the final plan.
_ In some ways the strength of the law is that it avoxds the thorny issue of what should
be iaught to children and how that should be taught: Thiese decisions are to be made

by the team for each individual child: The law does say that curriculum decisions.are

not to be made solely by the professionals. Parents are to have more direct control than
they had through the election of school board members. Nonetheless, this apparenit

deriiocratization of schoo! decisions disquised a tendency of the law to make school life

more authoritarian and mechancial.
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THE NATURE OF THE ACT’S EFFECT

This authoritarian and mechanistic tendency becomes ev1dent in the 1mage the law

calls forth. Some educators say the Act mandates mainstreaming of all handlcapped

children. Thiis is a mii: conceptic 7. Rather the law asks that the child receive special

instruction or remediation in such a way that he may return to normal classes as soon
as possible. The image that such a plea calls to mind is therefore one of the school asa

factory in which the child is removed from the normal progression of classes in the

same way that a quahty controller may remove a component from an assembly line in
order to make some adjustments on it before the compoiient proceeds down the

conveyor belt.
The tendéncy towards authoritarian and mechanical instruction also comes out in

the emphasls the law places on remediation. A danger of any program of remedial
lnstrucnon is that the sub)ect matter wnll appe ar to be somethlng hxed and separate

program of drill and 1nstrdction in which the ch:'d receives training in stlls he has not
mastered. But in such a setting, the child may ome to see reading as somiething one

does under ditection or achieve centain prescribed ends: A program of remedial

instraction could lead a child to read only to do those chores people do every day. It
may not lead him to think things could be organized differently. =~
The tendency for authoritarian and mechanical instruction also comes out in the

attermipt of the law to allow all interested parties an equal voice in planning a program

appropriate for the child. This means the educational program that comes from a

placement team could be a patchwork of concerns rather than an integrated plan based

on the child's interests. For example; the team may decide a child needs to learn to

soun’d out initial consonants; to tie his shoes, to tell time more accurately, and to avoid
violent confrontations. Though these are important skills to master, they are not the
basis for the developmient of an independent yet haman individual. Since they may be

imposed on the child rather than allowed to arise out of the careful pursuit of a series of

activities the child wants to pursue, the student may never learn why these activities are

iriportant. Consequently. the child may not develop what we call responsible
independence.

Thie irony behind this method of planning is that while it appears to fn the needs of
the individual, it may direct the child to learn those things the different team members

think the child needs to fit into society. This can be a sort of tyranny of the majority. If

the | child is to learn to be self-reliant; he or she should learn to follow his interests to
where they lead him or her. The trick is to remain cooperative and sensitive of other

people's needs. This is no small task. The law sidesteps this dilemma. Unfortunately,

by niot addressing the problem the law may make it harder for educators to distinguish

between teaching a child to be submissive or teaching one to be cooperative.
A colleague of mine says the problems could be remedied by asking for a

phllosopher of education to be included as one of the team members. He feels that

stich a professional could ensure that whatever plan comes from the conference is

integrated around the interests of the child. My friend thinks that this phuu opher will

take care the plan avoids excessive drill and repetition. He also believes that a

philosopher of education will remind everyane to allow all the teachers to integ ate the

objectives around. activities that interest the child. My colleag ie also says that a

philosopher will show how many of the dilemmas can be avoided by focusing on

generic abilities like problem solving rather than specific skills like number facts. My

friend may be right. But i fear the problem is wider than who is included and who is left

off the team.
The problem With the law is the orientation it encourages school people to take. It

reinforces what I call the pathological mind-set. That is. the law asks us to look at what
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is wrong and to try to cure it in the same way a physician may cure a disease. Such an

outlook is dangerous for three reasons.

First, when applied to children. it seems to make one thmk thiat the cause of school

failures is exclusively in the child. Siich an outlook prevents teachers from thinking of

ways to organize the carriculum around the child's interest. Instead. they seek ways to
make the information accessible to the child. This represents a mechanical and

authoritarian view of teaching.
Second, the pathological mind-set prevents a teacher from adopting a democratic

persnective because it leads the teacher to focus on the weaknesses of the child. In
order to construct a curriculum that is democratic. the teacher miust focus on the

strengths of the children: Children seem to have a natural desire to share things.

Cooperation is the basic pnnclple of any democratic order. If teachers try to build on
that instinct, they can consiruct a harmonious commiunity in their classrooms that the
students may imitate later in life. The stiidents may learii to cooperate because each

will do as he or shie wishes and thereby help the class achieve a common goal. At the

same time, they will learn how ac>demic subjects have practical derivations and
applications. Classrooms that use extended projects combired with field trips and

ctilminate in sortie series of events may follow this idea: However; when teachers look

at schiool problems pathologically; they tend to focus on trying to rectify weaknesses
they see the child as having. Such a focus encourages them to divide and separate the
curriculum rather than integrate it.

The thxrd reason thz pathological mind-set is dangerous is that it prevents teachers

from making needed institutional changes. In this regard. The Education for All

Handicapped Children Act represents a missed opportunity. The fact that schools

historically have not met the needs of these children could have been seen as a

symptorm of excesswe separanon and control in school hfe Here was a chance for

activities that interest a child. Instead. the law funhered the tendency of schools to

separate academiic subjects from each other and from any practical application. The
individual educational plans the placement team makes are used by special teachers to

prepare the child for entrance into the regular progression of subjects: As a result. the

S 1 d the artifical division of academic performance that drains

classrooms of vitality and interest.
It is here that our arguments come full cxrcle Soclal critics have long complamed that

law seems to ext

modern life is alienating. By this they mean that peopie are separated from each other

and Ihélr work: Few people today seem to be able to carry a process through to |ts

to dnderstand eicé[ﬁt in a rudimentary way, how. people domg a variety of ]ObS help

each other. Their jobs seem boring. They feel bereft of purpose. They yearn for

ditections. So' ial psychologisis tell us that these are the conditions that breed prejudice

and mass movements that culminate in totalitarianism. If it is true that fragmentation of
work and social life breeds attitudes that cause prejudice and discrimination, the

greatest irony of all may be that the Public Law 94-142 could increase the obstacles

handicapped people face: They may happen if the law encourages school people to

perpetuate those conditions of life that lead to prejudice.

THE CHALLENGE FOR THE FUTURE

) iot call for th | of Public Law 94-142: Itis popular. The
Reagan administration recently announced that it wanted to change some aspects of
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the law T‘us suggestion was met with such furor that the U S. Department of

Education withdrew the prOpcsed amendments: Perhaps this is good. It means we

cannot forget the needs of handicapped children. But let us use this sympathy for the

good of all.
We should thlnk more deeply about what education should be: If we approach

sﬁcﬁhgols tying to correct mirior flaws; we will never have a good curriculum. We will be
doing the same things we have always done in a quicker and easier fashion. The task
of discovering what schools should do is not as complicSted as it sounds: One step in

this direction is simiple and easy: We should go back to the writings of people who
thought about the problems of democracy and a good life. These people include John
Dewey, W.E.B. Dubois, and Martin Buber. These people can give us the insights
necessary to face the ifitricasies of the problem:
Most important; if we read the boaks these people have left us; we need not worry
about including the advice of a philosopher along with that of other experts on a
placement team. We will be able to make decisions for outselves. That is what the aim
of a good education should be:

REFERENCES

Abeson, Alan & Zetiel, Jeffrey. The end of the quiet revolution: Education for all
Handlcapped Children Act of 1975. Exceptional Children, 1977; 44; 115-127:

Sa"?§9'},,§‘?}?ﬁﬁm & Dons dohn ~ Mainstreaming: dnlemmas opposmon and
~ Children. Reston Vlrglnla Councxl for Exceptlonal Chlldren 1978
Schrag, Peter & Dlvoky Diane. The Myth of the Hyperactive Child;, New York:

1975. 29 November 1975 89 STAT 773-796.

Joseph Watras is Associate Professor of Educatlon in the Department of Teacher
Education, School of Education; University of Dayton:







